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1St eıne VO Leslau veranlafßte Übersetzung S 74-178) 4US dem Amhbharischen. Das ber den
Wortbestand des Textes weıt hinausgehende Zway-Englısh und Engliısh-Zway Dıictionary
(D 180-321, das schon 1Ns Etymological Dictionar'y of Gurage aufgenommen ist, kann 1U durch
Abfragen einer vorher erstellten Worrtliste entstanden se1n. uch die relatıv umfangreiche und
vollständige Grammatı 1ın traditionell-beschreibender Darstellung verrat nıcht ihre Materı1albasıs.
Eınıge der Säatze der Syntax tinden sıch 1m kurzen Beispieltext; d1e Paradıgmen mussen erfragt
worden se1n, w1e€e uch das andere Belegmaterı1al für die verschiedenen sprachlichen Erscheinungen
den FEindruck ad hoc übersetzter Satze und Textstücke anhand eines vorbereıteten Korpus einer
anderen Sprache Amharisch) macht. Irotz dieser Einwände vermuittelt die Studie eınen plastischen
Eindruck der sprachlichen Strukturen dieser bisher kaum bekannten Sprache und dient der V1 -

gleichenden Erforschung des Athiopisch-Semitischen.
Konny Meyer (Universıtät Maınz, SFR 295 Projekt (3 das Rez 1997 inıtıert hat, mMi1t

dem aber dıe 7Zusammenarbeit als Semutist 1m Jahre 2002 Kollegenverhaltens aufgeben
mudfßste) hat Nalı 1998 verschiedene mehrmonatıge Feldstudien SA Zay durchgeführt. Somıit erg1ibt
sıch der glückliche Fall; da{ß tür eiıne schon 1950 gefährdete Sprache aufgrund der geringen
Sprecherzahl und deren Zweisprachigkeit (mıt der dominierenden Staatsspreche Amharisch) 1mM
Abstand VO fünfzıg Jahren Materıal vorgelegt werden kann, das nıcht 1U das Überleben eıner
bedrohten Sprache, sondern uch deren Wandel 1n einem halben Jahrhundert dokumentieren
annn Miıt der Veröffentlichung der Monographie VO Meyer, die eıne orammatische Beschrei-
bung (ın vielem über Leslau hinausgehend und 1n Einzelheiten der Phonologie, der Verbal-
morphologie W1e€e der Einordnung 1n das Gurage-Cluster korrigierend]) und eın Korpus VO

Texten umftfassen wird, 1St 1n der nächsten elıt rechnen. Es 1ST hoffen, da{fß der Inhalt der
Texte auch dem Philologen un! Wissenschaftler VO Christlichen Orıient Material bieten
wırd

Mantred Kropp

Wolft Leslau: Introductory Tammar of Amhbharıc. (Porta Linguarum Orientali-
u Neue Serı1e, Hrsg VO Werner Dıem un: Franz Rosenthal,; 21)) Wıes-
baden Harrassowitz, 2000 49,- UuUro

In the last ten the well-known Ethiopaanıst olt Leslau has publıshed S1X monographs
Ethiopıian languages tOP1CS related them Hıs ast work 1$ the Introductor'y (GGrammar of
Amharıc. After Leslau published hıs volumınous Reference G(Grammar of Amharıc 1n 1995 he
110 smaller an LMOTC cConcıse ogrammatical outlıne ot Ambharıc ın the present work
which 1$ intended tor beginners.

In the Introductory Grammar, language ata trom the previously published Reference Grammar
A hSBc ıthout ally reterence It. Leslau Iso oes NOT mentıon Yonas Admasu  2 and hıs other

(One table ın the appendix of both books CVCIl AaPPCars wiıth the SAadIlnle printing GT1 OT1S.:

So, 1n table I1 (p 208) ot the Introductory Grammar the Amhbharic torm tor zILY house« 15 g1ven
45 an AS bet-e 1n the translıteratıon (correct torm: (E) The expression »YOUTF t1ime« (also
table 11 208) W AasSs wrongly wrıtten wıth the 1st order vowel of the CONSONAN LILU tor
gize-h (correct torm ILVU) The SAaIllc typıng CT1LADTS AaPPCar Pasc 1020 ın hıs Reference
(GJyrammAar. Other of the Reference Grammar AL incorporated into the Introductory
YAMMAaAYr ıth only SUOINC mınor changes (cf. Reference (syammar the OUulmn phrase
and Introductory YAMMAar 354 tor the KT top1C).
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consultants wh: contributed the aftorementione Reference YAMMAar 'That why would
ıke repealt ere Leslau acknowledgments Yonas from the Reference Grammar
XI XAILI)

»In particular, indebted Yonas Admasu He generated IMOST of the examples cited
thıs SramIMMar 1 the Reference Grammar| He took personal helping solve the
Man y problems trom orammatıcal well trom practical O1n of 1e W

In the introductory SECLION oft the present STaININAr (p XV) Leslau sımply lists the Semıit1c
languages of Ethiopia wıthout SIVILLS much detail He takes Gurage cluster of dialects,

single language Thıs aSsumpt10N NOLT commonly accepted OM lıngulsts dealıng ıth the
ATCAa (see tor etzron 19772 and 19774 utt 1980Y and has nothing do ıth Amharic
Srammar It er ue that Amhbharıc has een and still the officıal language of Ethiop1a, but the
S1TUAatLion changed 1991 when, addıtion Amharıc, other languages WEeTlie Iso N official
STAatLus (1 UOromo, Tıgrinya, Somalı eiIC They 3S sed 4S medium of 1n  on chools
and teacher colleges, 4A5 well 1 the admınıstration The 1114111 lıngua tranca NS,
however, 15 stil] Ambharıc

In hıs bibliography Leslau indicates LW works Amhbharic that chould be used »only DYy the
specialist« Cohen Nouvelles etudes ethiopien meridional 1939 and Leslau Reference
YAMMAY of Amharic, 1995 The term »speclalist« 15 neıither applied works TILLEN Ambharıc
NOr INOTEC lınguistic oriented lıke Hartmann (1980) Tıtov (1974); which he Iso
mentioned Thus; the MCAMNNS of the word »speclialist« 1 CI1L1A1115 somewhat

Furthermore, OMMENUN: Y , AP ND: |Baye Yımam
SAWaS9IW. | Addıs Ababa 1987 Leslau WTr1Les that 17 the tirst STamInar TILEeEN

Ambharıc that applıes methods of modern lINgu1st1CS« X VILI); he oes NOL take 1NIO ACGOUNT

the work of Haiılu Fulass which appeared the mıd 70Aıes It 15 STaIMar based the theory
of transformational STAaIINAL, which W as u modern Al that ULIME: actually Haılu Fulass W as

the tirst employ date lıngu1stic theories analyze the Srammmar oft Amharic
Leslau Organızcs the present STaMIMNar according the scheme of hıs tormer STa IMMar 00

He tirst STAarts ıth cshort introduction 1NTIO the language S1EUAaLLiON Ethiopi1a (pp and
X VI) Then Leslau ollows wıth selected bibliography CONLAININS only the INaln works
Amharic (pp VM XIX) SCCLION the STamIINar of Ambharıc (pp 179 Englısh
(pp 182 193) well 45 Amhbharıc iındex the STammMar SEeCLION (pp 194 203) and appendiıx
CONTAUNINS tables wiıth the syllabary and several paradıgms (pp 206 292)

Dr Yonas Admasu currently 4SSOC1ALE professor AT the Instıiıtute of Language Studies
Addiıis Ababa Universıty
These WEIC particular Haiılu Fulass, Abraham Demoz Getachew Haıle, Gideon
Goldenberg an Olga Kapelıuk (cf Leslau 1995
The languages Gatat and Ge are: the best of knowledge, EXTIINCTLT

utt Ernst August 1980 »Intelligibility and interlingual comprehensionI selecte
Gurage speech varıeties«, /ES 19 {/9) 57 Hetzron, Robert 1977 The (Junnän Gurage
langunages Ricerche (Istıtuto orjentale dı Napolı) Napolı Hetzron, Robert 1977 Ethiopian
Semutic: studizes classıfication. Journal oft Semuitıic studies. Monograph 2’ Manchester.
The Ethiopian calendar ıffers trom the Gregorian  ( ebrrn calendar by eıght

As the NECW VCar Ethiopıa begıns the 11o September the ditfference that
date ı eıght and atter that date Actually, Baye' STAaIILLAr appeared NOL

995/96 but 994/95 Gregorian Calendar
el A AN NC N AMD: PhtP XO bb Dn NEA d
U7 NCAT AAQ AA —— H [ Haılu Fulass SIrl aIlatd9 nıa SAı WAaSIaW Department
of Ethiopian Languages and Lıterature, National Unıiversıity, Addıs Ababa, 1966



2776 Besprechungen

As the PI'CSCI'IIÜ STaINIMNar 15 intended be of practical IR tor beginners 1in Amharic, Leslau SCS

»phonetic transcr1ıption and lıteral translatıon« (p XVI) throughout the Srammmnar tor the
explanatıon ot the language examples. Actually, hıs phonetic transcrıption 15 translıteratiıon of
the Ambharıc syllabary graphemes. Leslau SCS only VL ftree ıteral translatıon ot the cıted
Amharıic examples thus makıng 1ıt VC. ditficult ftor the beginner, who 15 NOL Semuitist »specılalıst«,

understan: the constructions 1ın the STamMMaAar. In addıtion the tact that Leslau’s ıteral
translatıon CAaNnNOL replace interlinear version explaıin the grammatiıcal well morphopho-
nological PFOCCSSCS in Amharıc, 1T lacks consıstenCcy.

Usıng the Semuitistic tradıtıon Leslau divides the STAa section into phonology (1-16), PTOMNOULI
(17-33), OUunNn (34-47), adjective (48-49), numerals (50-54), copula (54-56), erb (57-127), posıtional
relatıons 128-139), CoNJunct10ns (140-152), clauses -  9 adverbs S  5 enclıtıics (174-177)
and interJect10ns (178- [D

The Phonology deals maınly ıth the Amhbharic scr1pt. Leslau describes the phonemes of the
language based the graphemes. Furthermore, STatement ıke » IT 15 tor the sake of convenılent
termınology that the Amharıc syllabary will be called ‘alphabet’ and the combination of CONSONANLT

with vowel will be termed “cOonsonant'.« only contuses the beginner; 1t 15 of practical
relevance tor the STAr because 1T oes NOT AaPPCar agaın 1n the whole book When Leslau
wrıtes that 1ın wriıtten Amhbharıc 33 CONSONANTS AapPCar grapheme (p 4.2.) but ın spoken
Amhbharıc only 31 CONSONANTS ü sed 13 then the tirst number excludes b ela
whıile the second number includes them When Ginle takes Iso /v/ 45 phoneme 1n Amharıc,
Leslau Aargucs 1) then the number ot 31 CONSONANLT: becomes Al (including labio-velars). In
the chart of CONSONANLT: (p the labıo-velars AI g1ven olottals and the voıced abıal fricatıve
/v/ 15 mM1SS1INg. In the description of the Varı0us syllabary S12NS (cf $ 9 5f) Leslau
mentions the S12NS tor and f wiıth theır respective vowels 1n 1372 (p 8) under the headıng 513
The CONSONANLT: wiıth the vowel (izı« where nobody would have expected them. The S12NS [hu],
Ar [tu|, GE CU| anı graphemes tor NL: N ( A1C M1SSINg. It remaıns
unclear hat Leslau by »long vowels only Occasıonally« (p he Z1VeES
OCCasıon where such long vowel AaPPCals,. In addition the vowel symbols explained ın 5°1
(p he SCS LW urther symbols (cf. 38 x / 90) and (p 90) wıthout AalLYy
COMMENT their HLLETATNGE

In hıs translıteratıon Leslau generally Ooes NOL mark PCrSON, gender and number affixes. He
does, however, iındicate object sutftfixes attached the erb He sOomet1mes employs different
oundariıes tor the SA\AILLC morpheme, 1ın Ala 25 agaınst allä-h (p 29 34.16
both meanıng have«.

These iInconsıstencl1es become CVENn plaıner when consıder Leslau’s treatment of the suftix
He desceribes the (IGCCcHTTIENEE of thıs element ollows: „JItf the direct object 15 determıiıned276  Besprechungen  As the present grammar is intended to be of practical use for beginners in Amharic, Leslau uses  a »phonetic transcription and a literal translation« (p. XVI) throughout the grammar for the  explanation of the language examples. Actually, his phonetic transcription is a transliteration of  the Amharic syllabary graphemes. Leslau uses only a very free literal translation of the cited  Amharic examples thus making it very difficult for the beginner, who is not a Semitist or »specialist«,  to understand the constructions in the grammar. In addition to the fact that Leslau’s literal  translation cannot replace an interlinear version to explain the grammatical as well as morphopho-  nological processes in Amharic, it lacks consistency.  Using the Semitistic tradition Leslau divides the grammar section into phonology (1-16), pronoun  (17-33), noun (34-47), adjective (48-49), numerals (50-54), copula (54-56), verb (57-127), positional  relations (128-139), conjunctions (140-152), clauses (153-170), adverbs (171-173), enclitics (174-177)  and interjections (178-179).  The Phonology deals mainly with the Amharic script. Leslau describes the phonemes of the  language based on the graphemes. Furthermore, a statement like: »It is for the sake of a convenient  terminology that the Amharic syllabary will be called “alphabet’ and the combination of a consonant  with a vowel will be termed ‘consonant’.« (p. 4) only confuses the beginner; it is of no practical  relevance for the grammar because it does not appear again in the whole book. When Leslau  writes that in written Amharic 33 consonants appear as grapheme (p. 4 $ 4.2.) but in spoken  Amharic only 31 consonants are used (p. 1 $ 1.1.), then the first number excludes labio-velars®  while the second number includes them. When one takes also /v/ as a phoneme in Amharic, as  Leslau argues on p. 1, then the number of 31 consonants becomes 32 (including labio-velars). In  the chart of consonants (p. 1) the labio-velars are given as glottals and the voiced labial fricative  /v/ is missing. In the description of the various syllabary signs (cf. $$ 6 to 9, p. 5f) Leslau  mentions the signs for 7 and f with their respective vowels in $ 13.2 (p. 8) under the heading »13.  'The consonants with the vowel o...« where nobody would have expected them. The signs dv [hu],  m [tu], &B [Zu] and all graphemes for /v/, i. e. M : (: (: T: @: N: M are missing. It remains  unclear what Leslau means by »long vowels occur only occasionally« (p. 3) as he never gives an  occasion where such a long vowel appears. In addition to the vowel symbols explained in $ 3.1.  (p- 3) he uses two further symbols ü (cf. p. 4 $ 3.8., p. 87 $ 90) and 4 (p. 87 $ 90) without any  comment on their utterance.  In his transliteration Leslau generally does not mark person, gender and number affixes. He  does, however, indicate object suffixes attached to the verb. He sometimes employs different  boundaries for the same morpheme, as in all-äh? (p- 25 $ 34.3.4.) against allä-h (p. 29 $ 34.16)  both meaning »you have«.  These inconsistencies become even plainer when we consider Leslau’s treatment of the suffix  -n. He describes the occurrence of this element as follows: »If the direct object is determined ... it  is expressed by the suffixed element -7 [-n].« (p. 42-43). This definition is followed by: »In a  general statement the marker -7 [-n] may also be used with the noun that is not determined ...«  (p- 43).  This is only partially correct. The only example Leslau provides is:  8 In $ 4.2. the number 33 is a result of counting all graphemes of Amharic even if they  represent only one consonant in spoken Amharic.  9 Throughout the article I use Leslau’s transliteration.  10 An interlinear version could have been like: all-ä-h consisting of the verb stem all- for  »exist«, the suffix-ä to indicate 3rd person singular masculine in the perfective aspect and the  object suffix -h for the 2nd person singular masculine. This expression has the literary meaning  »it exists [for] you« meaning »you have [something]«.1t

1$ expressed by the suttixed element — ı« (p S Thıs definıition 15 tollowed by »In
general STALEeMEeNT the marker Z -n ] INaY also be sed wıth the OUuUml that 15 NOT determine Z

(p 43)
hıs 18 only partıally COTFrreCLT. The only example Leslau provıdes 15!

In the number 43 15 result otf countıng al oraphemes of Amharic CVCH ıf they
represecnt only OIlLC CONSONANLT 1n spoken Amhbharıc.
Throughout the artıcle uUuUsSs«eC Leslau’s translıteration.

1'} An interlinear versıon could ave een lıke all-ä-h consısting of the erb Stem Alp- tor
»eEX1ISt«, the sutffix indicate 3r CISON sıngular masculine 1n the perfective aSPECL and the
object sutffix - tor the Ind PCrSON sıngular masculine. hıs express1ion has the lıterary meanıng
>>it eX1ISts oru meanıng have |somethıing]«.
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”N AME.
9gzitaboher saw-n bä-amsal-u fättära
»God created Ian 1n hıs iIMage« (p 43)

The OUuUm SA »1I11411<« in thıs ((GGEUIFFIEHGE 15 detfinıte because 1t reters mankınd single entity
OIs; ın other words, S60 created 11194  — and nothing else Consequently, personal well 4A5

which A inherently detinıte take the accusatıve marker ın the direct object posıtion
SV ıf they “ © NOL determined morphologically. COn Papc 164 OTE Call tind the tollowing example:

RU'TI D7 H7T a72.
yoahon-an wanz sndet andä-täsaggard-w alawq-omm
thıs-n rıver how-that-he-crossed-it Il-don’t-know
» | ont know how he crossed thıs T1Ver«

Leslau’s translıteratıon otf the demonstratıve PFONOUN yahanan 15 NOL GCOTFEeCGt. The PTOHNOULM itselft
15 only yoah, the tirst — VI 15 actually NOL part of It. The morphemes ınvolved 1n thıs example Aı

actually:
yah-an-oan
this-accusatiıve-focus

It 15 also possible mıt the aSt 1n thıs example. hıs GCreites slıght change 1n meanıng:
while 1ın the above quoted example the »thıs r1ver« 1$ 1ın focus, 1t will be unmarke: when only
yah-oan 1 used FOocus constructions A also ınvolve 1n the sentences reierre: by Leslau

154) ollows »An inıtıal LLOUIN ıth A -n | » d tor« 15 resumed by preposıtional suffix
by object sutftfix that the marker —JI also aAaDPCars sutffixed

indirect objects subjects 1ın (p 154)
AC P D7 MD  — malTt
barcaqqo-wan watat tätta-bb-ät
as-for-the-glass milk rink-ıin-ıt
>drınk 1ılk 1n the oylass!«
The positional phrase barcaqqowon >)in the ylass« bears the MOSLT important intormatıon iın the

an 1t 1$ Iso marked by the suftixatıon of tor tocus. One (  - MmI1t thıs final by
usıng preposıtion ıth indetinıte NOUIL, lıke bäbartaqqo >»wıth oylass«. FEven ıf urther
research 15 NECCSSaL Y describe the focus markıng strategıes In Amharic, Leslau chould aVve
least iındicate these problems chould have omıtted those sENTLENCES 1n STAa tor beginners.

Leslau's WaYy of presenting the data would have een much IMOTEC comprehensıve $ he had
analyzed and descer1ibed the distriıbution and function of the grammatıcal elements 1n Amhbharıc
rather than takıng Englısh AS startıng poıint and then lookıng tor the Ambharıc equivalents. Thıs
would have led TI unıformıiıty 1n (beginner's) STaIINar instead of repetitively descr1bing
the Samne morpheme under ditterent headings““ Because Leslau dıd NOL consıder the tunction of
certaın elements 1n Amharıc, he /1VeES incorrect examples. In 01 Pagc z Leslau describes
A zD JINECU) reflexive PTFONOU,

A zD
2116-W amätallähu
» [ myselt 111 COILNNC«

HI hecked the sentenCces which seemed Strange ıth A natıve speakers of Amhbharic:
Fasıka Alämmiräw, 26 old trom Welgıte an (G1irma Awgichew, 34 old ftrom
Addıs Ababa also thank Gıiırma VC much tor the Varıous constructıve discussions had

Amhbharic STAaINAL,
12 The prefix hä- tor instance 1S analyzed preposıtion 129) and ASs conjunction (p 146 and

170)



IF Besprechungen

The combinatıon of the independent personal PTONOUM 3z JINE » [« and the detfinite marker —( 15
WaYy of emphasızıng the PTONOUNN anı INAY, therefore, be rendere into Englısh » ] myself«.

Grammatıcally, thıs SEITAUGLUFTEe 15 NOLT reflexive PTOHOUL 1ın Amhbaric.
In addıtion, it Leslau had taken Ambhariıc the SOUTCE language and Englısh only the mmMeLa

language translatıon ECITOIS could ave een voıded Here would ike only the IMOST

peculiar constructions whıich SCCI1N be x0o0d Englısh but NOL z00d Amhbharic:
2n 07 91i (p 83.:3.)
» ] don't NOW how drive

In Amhbharic the erb »IO be able« 15 usually sed 1n such 4A5 the tollowing:
(D{ 077 Yr
» ] can’t drıve

If OTMEC CADICSS meanıng lıke » [ drove the Amharic versıion would be M{
7 E (D converb construction 1n the subordinate clause.

In the following the markıng of the indıirect object the erb 1$ obligatory:
N1NA& AI :: (p. 44 $ 41.1.)

» [ letter the tarmer.«
nstead of the erb 2611 the uUsSCcC of the erb anı definite indirect object would
ave yıelded INOTEC COINIMMNONMN STIruCcCtiLure

In Englısh the » We rode 1n the (35° while Alämu dıd the driving« (p 140
would ave een better rendered into Amhbharic wiıth * (\gB: MT hY7A U, 27

Due hıs focusıng Englısh rather than Amhbharic CEven ungrammatıcal sentenCces WerTe

produced, e. g.: *AP7 nP7 hoDmn *{IJ\IT MT NT A z
(p 26 34.7.) The dverbs 1n these example sentences iındıcate repetitıve habıtual actıon. It 15
ımpossıble end those sentenCces ıth erbh 1n perfective aAaSPECT, instead the iımperfective ıth
the auxılıary tor the past tense has be used, the sentenCces would be orammatıcal ıth the
maın verbs changed ma 70C @,7 7INC, respectively.

Hıs STLaLemen » The torm of reESPECL 1$ sed ıth the plural torm of the erb of the copula.«
17} 15 NOL COTTECGT there 1$ specı1al torm tor the copula, 2Ind PCISON reESPECL:

ACHP 7T
Nnawot

yOUu (respect) ATC278  Besprechungen  The combination of the independent personal pronounh% ane »I« and the definite marker -w is  a way of emphasizing the pronoun and may, therefore, be rendered into English as »I myself«.  Grammatically, this structure is not a reflexive pronoun in Amharic.  In addition, if Leslau had taken Amharic as the source language and English only as the meta  language translation errors could have been avoided. Here I would like to quote only the most  peculiar constructions which seem to be good English but not good Amharic:  70NT M7a hAO-PP ::  (p- 84 $ 83.3.)  »I don't know how to drive a car.«  In Amharic the verb »to be able« is usually used in a sentence such as the following:  an 07a KATAP :  »I can’t drive a car.«  If one wants to express a meaning like »I never drove a car«, the Amharic version would be NT  7E hA@D-PM, . e. a converb construction in the subordinate clause.  In the following sentence the marking of the indirect object on the verb is obligatory:  PENANM AME AGM : (p. 44 $ 41.1.)  »I wrote a letter to the farmer.«  Instead of the verb4®1W the use of the verb R4&: AT and a definite indirect object A1N&®: would  have yielded a more common sentence structure.  In English the sentence: »We rode in the car while Alämu did the driving« (p. 140 $ 122.1)  would have been better rendered into Amharic with: 100° mNS hPIA L:  Due to his focusing on English rather than on Amharic even ungrammatical sentences were  produced, e. g.:*0P7 0A97 hiFNAT haam:: or*mt mir MAPTr Ar :  (p- 26 $ 34.7.). The adverbs in these example sentences indicate a repetitive or habitual action. It is  impossible to end those sentences with a verb in a perfective aspect, instead the imperfective with  the auxiliary for the past tense!” has to be used, i. e. the sentences would be grammatical with the  main verbs changed to fMm 7NAC or &71 NC, respectively.  His statement: »The form of respect is used with the plural form of the verb or of the copula.«  (p- 17) is not correct as there is a special form for the copula, 2nd person respect:  hCHP  M  arsSWO ... Näwot  you (respect) are ...  It is also not clear to me why Leslau writes: »In titles, the archaic ordinal numerals that end in  -a ®  -awi are used« (p. 52). The suffix -awi is an adjective marker and not archaic, but very  productive. Only words used as numerals with the suffix -awi are archaic; they are loans from  Ge“ez.  Not only is Leslau conservative in his approach to describing Amharic, but in addition, there  are lots of misprints in the book that yield incorrect utterances. On page 32 one reads:  *MD“ DE  mann-ana-w-amm woasäd!  »take whichever you like«  Since the object is a pronoun which is additionally marked with a definite marker, the correct  form would have been: 7%0-79” mann-Mna-w-n-amm, i. e. with the accusative marker -n.  A further misprint is found on page 88:  13 Cf. Girma Awgichew and Ronny Meyer. (2001). »Reexamination of Tense and Aspect in  Amharic«, AAP 65, 143-155.It 1S also NOL clear why Leslau wriıtes: »In titles, the archaıc ordinal numerals that end 1n
ia - 4WL A1C used« 52) The sutftix - 4A71 15 adjective marker and NOT archaıc, but vCIrYy
productive. Only words used numerals ıth the suftix - 4W AT archaic; they A loans trom
Ge‘ez.

Not only 1S Leslau CONservatıve ın hıs approach describing Amharic, but 1n addıtiıon, there
A Ots of misprints 1ın the book that yıeld incorrect uUuLLEeraANCES. On Pasc OIlLC reads:
Ka \ « D Nn 2!
mann-anna-w-amm wasaäd!
»take whichever yYOU lıke«

Sınce the object 15 PFTrONOUN}N whıich 1$ addıtionally marked ıth definite marker, the COTFECGT
ftorm would ave een M7 D7 MANN-INNA-W-N-IMM, wıth the aCccusatıve marker

turther miısprint 1$ tound Pagc

13 C+t. (GG1rma Awgichew an KRonny Meyer. » Reexamıiınatıon of Tense anı Aspect 1n
Amharic«, AAP 65, 143-155



SEABesprechungen

ammämk-änhn
hurt IN yOoUu caused paın«.

The o1ven verbal torm oes NOL ex1st 1n Amharıc, instead 109° 7 aAsammdmk-Äänn
chould be inserted.

Sometimes phrases words A used which ATC currently NOL consıidere. PTIODCI Amharic,
they AI old which ave only specıalızed meanıng ave volved due language
GOMNLAGE. Nowadays instead of the phrase 7, (p 128) tor »school« 15

commonly used The phrase (p 131) also be lıttle bıt Strange 4S INOSLT of the
time either Adı't 1& AT 15 used CADICSS »1N tront of«. The fteminıne Counterpart ot
Q, 15 NOL *091 AT (p 37 but AL 1n Amhbharıc. The word has pejoratıve
connotatıon and 15 sed only 4A5 insult. The SAaINne be Lrue for AL S the
commonly sed torm 15 n91P

In addition It would ave een VCLY helpful tor the beginner ı$ Leslau has indicate. the
productivity ot certaın derivations. Words ıke ] 6R.T TELT e’LT (p 37) ATC VE IA In
MOSLT of the they AT only sed 1n kınd of verYy tamılıar speech. The INOTC neutral torms 1n
the discourse ATC NOL marked tor gender. Only the copula erb 15 gender agrecement
indıcated, 4S Iso cshown by Leslau 1n A (p 54) 48 4 56)

The negatıve copula aydoläm (p 55 48) 15 archaic and NOLT used frequently. The S\amnle

15 rue for the of he2A aydälä tor relatıve and subordinate torms 56 48.3) of the
negatıve present copula. Today these torms ADDCal maınly iın the tormer Gondar reg10n.
However, LTE COINLINOIMN 1n standar:' Amhbharic  14 1 PAU 7 yalhonä.

The Gondarıine intluence of Leslau's language intormant 15 1n 157 176 where he
uscsS5 UHYO well OYO 4S gerund (1.e converb) of the erb OYAd. Whıile the standard
torm 1S$ NOTO, the converb NHKYO 15 sed 1n the Gondar TCA. Another of Gondar
intluence (  - be SGCCH 1n the of the conjunction H72 Aänd »11 order C that« (p 145)
In standard Amhbharıc thıs conjunction 1S used verYy rarely, IMNOST often only 1n trozen phrases sed
ın ofticıal etters. In day communıcatıon the prefix 72 Ind- 15 used CXDICSS »1N order
C that«.

In general It that the present Introductor'y Grammuar lacks z00d methodological and
didaectic approach‘” gu1ide the beginner through the STaININAT of Ambharıic. Until 1810) 1n MY
Opınıon, the beginner cshould still reter the LMNOTEC comprehensıve works of Appleyard (1995)y °
and Richter (1987) . FEven though these books AIC textbooks, they introduce the beginner the
basıcs o Ambharıc STAr 1n well-organıised and CasS y WaY Leslau’s Introductory Grammar,
however, 15 z00d SOUTCE book tor Semuitists who AT dealıng ıth Amharıc, yelrl NOLT x00d
hıs Reference (GGrammar.

Konny Meyer

14 Standard Ambharic reters the varıety spoken ın Addıs Ababa which 1S also taught schoaols
anı wrıtten 1ın the NCWSDAPDCIS,

15 When Leslau STAarts wıth the explanatıon of the vowel phonemes (p 3); he introduces the term

»SCVCIN orders« but does NOL explaın 1t untiıl Pasc In 43.5-$ AA 46f) he Iso E the
method of showing SOINEC nomıiınal by usıng the three »dummy« radıcals Q-T-L
Actually, word usıng these radıcals oes NOL exX1st 1n Amharic, he cshould have marked
them 4S hypothetical.

16 Appleyard, Davıd 1995 Collogu1al Amharıic. Complete Langunage (’0ourse. London anı
New ork Routledge.

E Rıichter, Renate. 1987 EeNTDUC: der Amharıiıschen Sprache Leıipzıg: Enzyklopädıe Verlag.


